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Some Definitions . P

t of the term evaluate suggests that_the function of evalua-
o?placé‘a value on the thing being evaluated. But there are
two senses in which an entity's val}.\xe may be conceptualized. ,On the
one hand, the object may have.value of its own’, implicit, inherent
independent’ of any requi}‘ements of appllcabil-ity or use. So for ex-
ample, "pure" science, as the adjecdve p_u_r;g sﬁdées-tf has value un-
tainted by any considerations outsf{de the spl‘lére of sclence itself. It is
enough that s::ientists @pp_r:g_gi_zit__g (esteem, admire) the pure discovery
or development for its own sake. We shall apply the term merit to this
kind of intrinsi¢, context-free value.

On the other hand, the entity may -élso have value within some
context of use or application; thus, "applied"' science is undertaken for
the sake of solving some practical problem. The pt:oducts of applied
science are valued to the extent tlo which they bro.vide solutions, i.e.,
have utility in a practical contéxt. While some scientists may denigrate
these products as having "no theoretical _significant" (i.e.,' as not being
meritorious), they. may Pev'ertheless have great value in an engineering
or indutrial setting. We shall apply the term worth to this kind of
eXtrinsic or context determined value.1 '. | ‘ (

‘Some additional examples will .help to make the distinction we are

drawing clear. Consider fouk quite different entities that mig‘ht'be N

!

~

1t?;criwgn (1978) has made a similar distinction except that he uses
the terms merit and value in the same sense that we use merit and wor-
th. Wwe belfeve the lhtter formulation to be superior because it avolds
confusion between the terms value and evaluate. Valye seems to be a
more geperic term in this context; the placing of value is waht results
from thé evaluation process. We agree with Scriven, obviously, that
there are two, ways to value; we prefer to avoid the redundancy and
confusion engenerdered when one of the ‘subtypes is called by the same
name as the more generic type,

oo
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evaluated: a professor, gold, a mathematical proof, and a language *
arts curriculum. A professor might be judged for merit on his or her
scholarliness, i.e., his or her standing in the acadeﬁil'&‘community of

peers and his or her relative contribution to the discipline.:'\.‘ Obviously

v

merit so determined would accompany the professor wherever he or she’

happened to.be employed; scholarliness is an intrinsic. characteristic of

PRy

as: that, as a woman, she provi_des a.good role model; that she rates"
high on entreprenuership, bringing in many thousands of. dollars an-
nually in outside grants; or that she teaches in a high-demand field,
that is, one in which student enrollments are burgeor;ing. worth de-

\ pends on what is thought to be important in the local context: a college .
already having many women on its {aculty, that -car"ed., littfe abqut at-~
tracting outside funds, and ‘that maintained an upper limit on its en-

r(éllr‘ne'nts would not find this particular professor especially worthy.2

| Gold might be judged for merit on its inherent beauty--it ‘is at-

tractive, and also has properties that permit\ it to be easily fashioned
’l‘ |

into objects of beauty, such as jewelry, plate, or statuary. It is

judged for yorth, however, in the trading marts of London, Zurich, i

)

and Frankfoxf, and daily fluct‘ua’tions in it worth are worthy subjects
for newspaper accounts Qyorldwideﬁ.‘ As you are we}] aware, the current
worth of cold is well in excess of $300 an ounce.

A methemat'ical'proof might be ]udgedifor‘ merit on jts parsimonious-

A little . though reveals. that with respect to t%e evaluation of a
professor, ‘it is primarily merit which is at stake {n a Promotion decision
and worth in a tenure decision. Most’ universities contipue to confuse
these two concepts and make tenure and promotion decisions virtually
equivalént in terms both of criteria’ and decision processes. See Scri-
ven (1978) for an®excellent discussign of this problem. ’

>

.
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ness and its elegance. | Given two broofs 6f the same'propositioﬁ, tﬁe
shorter is -prelafer"red, and a direct proof is considered more elegant than
an indirect one. Boolean algebra, when first proposed, was greatly
'admiréd, not for its utility (that came later) but for its inhérent logic
and cohérence;ﬁ_it was, in a word, an.elegant formulation. "That same
proof, however, is.m.e'd for worth on its applicability in a practical
context. The -r'na-t_h'ér'héti(_:'é of complex (;maginary) number‘sfo_r t;)_(am~_
ple, was considered a mere mental toy until it pfoved useful in,solvi;ig
the. equations of 'alternating electrical circuits which 'hald, until that
time, withst.ooa conventional analysis.

A Janguage arts curriculum might be judged for merit on its sim-\
plicity, e.g., i!ts straightfoi‘ward form, targeted scope, lack of convo-
luted writing, and its degr‘e;e of ‘integration, 7t.hat .i-_s, 'thé extent to
which all of its sﬁbstantive and qumal components are p’ropérly artic-
ulated or "fit." But it is likely to be judged for worth on such criteria
as the extent to which it produces stu/ent learning, it appropriate to
t.he ability level of ’the st\udenis with whom it will be used, is free from
bias (especially bigs _'toward’the sex, ethnlc\ity, national origins, re-
ligion, or culture of the'students exposed to it), and is teachable bi
the average teacher in &n adopting system.

| N | .

Merit and Worth as Pluralistic Phenomena’ o

(N

Since .both\ merif and worth are statements about d;fferent aspects
of values, it is Of interest to inquire whether their estimates, once
Odé’termined, are f_i)"(ed, or whether they can be altered as Vthevresult of
any particutar circhmétancés. Does ;he value of an dbjecf, in either
the sensé_' o_f' merit or wbrth, remain constant, or can either merit or

-worth, or_both, shift from time to time or place tq_place?

N
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In ene _sen_se,- both merit and woi‘th are va-riabie. while: ‘merit is | .
an estimete of intkinsic value, and woult.}.there_fore seem to i)e an immut-’
able property of the entity whose merit Is being asgsessed, it is clear
that persons competent to judge merit, for example, academic peers
judging scholarliness or mathematicians judging the eiegance of a proof,
may/ differ among themselves both in stating ifdicators of mefit and in
N éssesein'g' the mefit of any par‘ticular‘entity in termsof tho«;eqindi-
cators. Just how doeg one tell whether scholarliness chﬂracterizes any’
professor, and how does one assess Professor X on the possession. of
those characteristics? Different responses to these questions will lead
to substantially different judgments of merit. | |
g Similz:.r‘ly, one may ask how one determthes indicators of worth and
assesses a .panticdiar entity in their .terms. What doesv it mean to be a
good role model, in the ease of a professor, and how can-one‘tell
< whether a curriculum is apﬁopriate to the learning ability of the young-
sters exposed to i{t? How does one tell whether this pe_rticdlar‘ language -
arts curriculum possesses whatever characteristics one believes are
found in good curr‘icular'> Again, judgments about both indicators and
the degree to which Curriculum X conforms to those indicators are
likely to vary depending upon who makes the judgments.
from this*analysis one might conclude that merit and worth are
equally variable. But thereT; a ,sense‘ in which ]udgr‘;ients of worth are
a great deal more,variable than are judgments of nierit. That con-

tingency arises from the fact that ]udgments’of merit .are tied to intr‘insic?.

characteristics of the entity itself, but judgments of worth depend upon

the ihteraction of the entity with some context. A professor, whatever N
. . his or \er‘ m\er‘it has different worth depending on whether that worth

is being ]ddged in the context of a university




seeking a scholar, one se‘eklng an '.e'.ntrepreneur, or one seekin\gwsomé'-
one who can teach ‘several sectioné of beginning businesd law: The
worth of gold, whatever its beauty, depends on what speculators Hre
- willing to pay for it on any given day. the worth of a mashematical
proof, whatever its e}egance, dependé oh the existence of a real-world
pr(')blem_ (which' might be another mathematical pfoblem) which it can
help solve; Boolean glgebra was relatively worthless,»alt;houdh extremeiy
meritoriéué, until its relationship .to verbal logic was exploited. And a
language arts c\urr.iculum, howév‘er simple.and wellihtegfated, is rel-
at'ively worth|¥ss with a group of blatk ghetto youngét.ers if it was
designed for use with an upper middle (:las;s white clientele.

what is imporgnt. to note in all these instances is that while merit
remainsr rﬁore or less constant, at least in the sense that it is no.t
unreésc;nable‘ to expect that consensus about any object's merit. can be
reachg\(’j, worth can _and' does change dramatically: change the

context and you change the worth. There are several immediate and

d

crucial consiquences of this ¥act:

1. The determination of worth requires an ad hoc evaluation at

“~

.every site in which the entiry being evaluatéd is contemplated for use.

It is impossible to warrant an entity for use generally, once and'.for

e
all.  To be sure, it is possible to-conduct an' evaluation to determine

the worth of the éntity in a number of gifférgnt situations, and then to
describe the entity's worth in each of those different contexts. But in

that case, before worth in Context X could be inferred, one would need

to have a great deal of descriptive information (often calIedj "thick

-

description") about the settings in which the ;evaluations had taken

pPlace, and aBout Context X, so that the degree of fit between X and

14
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‘any evqiuated .context could be determined.. Thus, local, specific
evaluations to determine worth cannot be avolded .3

2. One very 1mportant cjharacteristlc of local sethgs is t.he
values held by the several aundiences--stakeholders--to whom an eval-
uation may be addressed. It has become patently clear over the past
decade and a half that the United States not a value coneensual
. society -‘”but a- pluralistic ene.: Hamilton (1977) has stressed the fact_
that sol~-'called‘ .responsive models of evaluation have appeared in recent
vears in. partial response to the recognition of this country's pluralistic '
value structure. Worth must be assessed, ‘at ile'ast th part, in relation
to thoSe differing values. It must of course elso*be assessed in rela-
tion to ether contextual factors, e.g., thes nature of the student Body,
the qualificatipns of the teachers, the extent of available resources, and’
the like. —

3. The fact that pleualistic values exist leads to the inescapable
conélusxon that a particular entity may be judged worthy by one group
of stakeholds but worthless' by another group holding conflicting val-

ues. In general, there can be no consensual determination of the worth -

of an entity. And just as there can be different assessments within a

p_arti,cu_}af setting because of different values held by important local

reference groups,. even more so is it likely' that different assessments

N——————— KY
*

3’I’his fact has enormous implications for innovation dissemination
strategies based on the assumption that innovations can be engineered,
tested warrented for general use, and disseminated to potential adop-
‘ters. Each adoption situation must. be assessed to determine whether
the innovation fits ‘the situation; the mere fact that it has fit in some
situations i{s no guarantee that it will fit in t_}lgY situation.

’
.



w’ll.l be reached between sites because of different values held in qach.
Thus, while there may be differences among s;a_keholders in, say,
Peoria, Illinois, those difference are likely té be smaller than the diff-
erences between Peoria and Birmingham, Alabama, because these two
exist in rather different cultural settings. It should be noted that
these different judgments of worth, even ‘conflicting judgements of
worth, may all exist despite the level of merit of the en-fity; meritori-
ousness does not lead dutomatically to judgments of worthiness.

4. Methodologically, the most importar}t consequence of the pre-
cedihg deductions . is that evaluations of worth must be grounded in

- field studies of local contexts.?  while an experienced evaluator rhay be

N

able to generate a pLibri hypotheses about the value (aﬁd ‘other con-
textual factor) positions in' a given setting, in most cases the ev‘aluat()\rd"\#
whAl want, at the very least, to check his or her hypo-theses, if not
3 . generate them g_ig___,rgpw\_(g,‘ by close study of_ and interaction with the
context itself, especially with the people who inhabit it. 'And field
A studies call, in\ general, for.' naturalistic approaches supported by quali-
tative methods, as in anthropology’, ‘rather than for scientistic ap--
proaches supported by quantitative methods, as in experimental psy-
¥ chology . “

The Determination of Merit and Worth .

7

é ~Merit, an intrinsic property of the entity being evaluated, is

determir’gd in one of two ways: by assessing the degree to which ‘the

T T

the concept of grounding has emerged as crucial to Inguiries
generally. See Glaser and Strauss (1967) for a thorough explication of
this term. ' . - )

1.
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entity conforms to certain standards upon which a relevant'professional

x

group or group of eXperts agree, which might be) called absoluxq merit

evaluation, or by comparing the entity to other entities within the same
¢

class, which might be called comparative merit evaluation. So for ex-

ample, in determining the merit ,of a professor, we.might canvass a

4
. group of proféssors about what they take to be meritorious character-

istics; whatever emerged, e.g., scholaripess, would then be used as a

basis for testing the performance .of actdal professors. Or, in the case

»

of a language arts curriculuiﬁ, we might canvass a group of language
»

arts educators, writers, editors, and so on, to determine what the

. _ .
characteristics of a meritorious curriculum are. A proposed curriculum

.

could’ then be tested against the named criteria. Both these instances
are examples of absqlute merit evaluation. But we might in many praé-
ticél situations be more interested in comparatwe judgments. (’jver‘m
that there are three professors to be considered foa‘ merit increments
this year, but that there is enough money only for one increment, we
may not care what each professor;s absolute étand'mg is on scholarliness

but might rather wish to focus on their relative scholarliness in order
: - _ _
to be able to decide among them. Or, in the case of .curricula, we may

4

not care what the absolute degree of integration of a curriculum is but

only . whether it is more or less integrated than another curriculum

currently in use.

Worth, an extrinsic property of the entity being evaluated, is

»

determined by comparing the entity's impact or outcomes relativ: to
some set of external requirements, e.g., the results of a needs assess-

ment o a context evaluation. What is of interest is an assessment of

the entfty's benefits with resgpect to a set of criteria. These criteria
. /,_.\ D .

-~
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are not drawn from a professional group or a .group of experts but from
the variety of local stakeholding groups that are related to or affected

by the entity being evaluated. So, while merit criteria may be rela=

tively stable criteria of worth are highly variable depending upon’

which stakeholding group is being ‘agsessed, and in which context'

Thus, the minority faculty\‘in an institution may insigt that newly re-

cr\fited faculty must. provide good minority role models while the Vice- ‘

President for Research and the Vice-President for’ Aldministration may
be much mor‘e' concerned about their ability to attract outside grants.
The NAACP in a local com‘munity may. be mdre concerned about whether
a 'i)ro;‘)osed curriculum is free from cuitural_ bias than are the teachers,

who may instead focus upon the curriculum's appropriateness for the

learning levels of their students and on their own_competence to teach

~using the new materials and techniques.

There is of course no guarantee that any statement of criteria of

worth that might be made by a stakehoding group represents its actual .

operating position. Scriven (1978) in a discuséion of merit vs. value

(worth) as these relate to' faculty evaluation

‘in a university, notes
ﬁ

\

that four different kinds of value (worth) criteria emerge

o Alleged or rhetorical values: the valua sv}stem to which an

institution publicly subscribes. So for: example, "Teaching

is very important at Berkeley--we never. take personnel act- .

ion without e\yce about teaching." (p.'23)

o actual or truevalues: the values that may be deduced from
) the jnstitution’s actual practices. "Solid evidence of first-rate .
resdarch if required only weak evidence of minimal teaching -

per-
formance is required e (p. 23)

SSee Footnote 1, above.



. o0 -interests of the institution: the “set of factors the promotion”
‘ tlon of which wauld actually be valuable - for--beneficial to the
R interests or~ welfare of--the institulion (a really massive com-
Ty, " - mitment to improving undergraduate education to the. point of
oo o hiring (promoting, tenuring) for teaching talent, with research
S ' ignored, the use of a serious process of evaluétion far, teach-

' ' -ing, etc.)." (p 23) ’ _ i :

o ideal values: - the normative value system that the institution
- should have. "There is the possibility that thé morally, legal-
ly_, socially and/or educationally correct set -of -(personrel) -
values for Berkeley is the research set." (p. 23)

t . . . AN

;, - 1n E;ener"al we would .argue the evaludtor should avond bemg

’ taken in by alleged @r rhetdn(‘al values, study pnd{:tlce% to detelmlne ,,.
. " the actual or true values determme msofar ae 'he or qhe can what 1s in

e 4

(f . values .and convvy that Lnformanon to them and flnally, de?}rq[mne

'whenever poqqlble a normatlve set of values for the 91tuat1on and“’Com-‘
\ : §

¢

pare the dctudl or true values to -it. I‘he latter qtep may not be pos-’
'SIble in many <;1tuat10ns becauee reference to "ideal" values mth at
once raise the questlén ‘"deal for -whom or in what qense"" An-
‘9wemhq this queqtl(m may be- well heyond the ‘3C0pe of the ryplcal.
'evaluatlons.l_ s T o N |

¢

I‘he Relatlonshlp of Merlt and Worth

'In practlce at lea‘;t three - dlfferent ways may be found in whlch

4

merlt and worth are lirKed:- i

N .. " y

\ . Case 1:  Merit and worth taken to be synonymous that is,” an

institution- or stakeholder group elects to define the. two a Aequivalent
. S0 that no laenefits are taken into accoum Scrlven (1&78) ‘apparently’
beleives thls g& be th/e case at Ber'keley for personnel decislon‘s thus

both promotion and tenure at . tha{ institution seem to be dependent
, o

~ the mterest .of the inqmutms‘ or qtakeholdmg druop that holds thdsé'



~ " -upon assessments of research and 'scholarly_ productivity. Many -insti-

tﬁti'onsf-m_gke "'th.is._ :definition by dévfz:xglt' when, in ltheir fécul,t&' hand-
boéks, they.tr‘éa"t promotion aﬁd tenure aecié‘i'{ms a.s.‘equ'l'vale.m and pose
. - prfe_cis‘ely fhe sam_é criteria (usualiy teach\ing,- reséarch;. éhd.éei‘vic'e‘) for,
| both. Merit_ and worth are often -defhined as equivalent by' defauit in _' '
| dis_séminaﬂoﬁ progfams for Fégei‘ally funded innovations, for_it seems to
N T i’)e assumed ‘that a meritorbus--inn_bvat.ion--can bewarral\éff‘:r.general =
use in _Fhe .sc_ho;als~ . (r_eca]l for exampl_e t,be "proven products flist"-of the
: _bf_fiée o.f E_Lducation of the more reCeﬁtly established Joint [;issemina.tion |
© Review .,Panel's affort to certify _innovétions_‘- that have ‘been evalﬁ/ated "
posi.tively).6 In either case, it is épparew_t'hét the ééfinition of worth
as eqﬁivalent'k m;erit is probably. an eﬁrxor, th‘el‘.distinction is wor‘t'h,:

P

’

preserving.

Case 2: Merit and worth -m be completely indepénd‘nt_.

K4
) ) . ‘ ey
In a tenure case, for example, it might be argued that benefits derived :ﬁ

. -~

from the presence of a certain faculty member (as a minority group role’
model, say) are so powerful that it really does not matter what his or

her merit is. In the most difficult days of affirmative action there:
N - f’ . .

seems to be little doubt that many unive__rsi'ti_es- took just this pdsture.
In the case of a currcular innovation, a local school gsystem, under
great public pressure for accountability and anxious to do something to

demonstrate its commitment to change, might well jump on the band-

wagon regardless of the merit of the innovation. . Obviously thé long~

run negative effects of such posutres are serfous; no institution or

reference group can long take such a posture and survive.

: It should be noted that the National Diffusion Network, also

Federalfy supported, takes the posture that local school systems should
be encouraged to Jook at JDRP approved innpvations that appear to be
responsive to some locally identified need and then to make whatever
adaptations are necessary. }

. |
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It is glso possible to define merit as independent of worth. Uni-

versity -faculty ‘member¥ may stret}ch to deﬁne' a position for which staf_f‘

-

’ . '
recruitment - is to occur in such -a way that institutional benefits are

‘overlooked for’ the sake of getting a"'big_;name scholar." Similar)y the
R ) «

worth of an innovation in a local setting may be downgraded, virtually

to zero, simple because the proposed innovative curriculum has "gotten

N
- suchy good grades in national evaluations."

As Scriven (1978)m suggests, merit standards drive out standards’
of worth in some situations, while in other cases standaerds of worth

drive out merit standards. Neither situation is desirable.

 Case 3: - Worth defined as consisting of some minimal level of merit

plus other benefits. Without the minimum level of merit, worth is auto-

\ S _ .
matically zero. Thus, a professor who was not minimally meritorious

b - .

(as demonstrated, say, by the fact that he or she was continuously

'promoted)- would ‘not be considered for tenure regardless of what other

benefits might accrue to. the )nstitution by virtue of his or he~r pres-

~ence. But minimal merit would not be enough; well-defined benefits

P

would also have to be demonstrated to lead to a positive tenure .de-

/
‘cis'ion. In. the cast of a curripulum, l.ocal adoption would not occur for
a porgram that was not hinimally meritorious, but adoption would also
not occur unless other benefits could be demonstrated as well. -

“It' is also the case lt'hat declsions about merit are usual]ly not made
in the absen.ce of simultaneous considerations of wovrth. Universities do
not "usually hire a professor Simply on merit; some possib:lity that this

professor could also serve some university purpose muust also exist.

And no one would undertake to develop a curriculum no matter what its

/

14[



.13
promise on merit ynless he or she had reason to believe that the curric-
ulum would also be useful in some setting.

The methodologlcal problem posed fox, the evaluator. in bhis more

.-typlcal real world case (Case 3) is to avoid becominq confused about

the separate components. that go into "balanced" judgments ,simply

because they are interrelated. While merit decisions reinforce decisions

.of worth, and vice-versa, they are separate decisions, made on sep-

—~——

arate criteria, and require different methodological approacﬁes .to be
~ .
established. '

The Relationship ofMerit and Worth

4

To_Formulate and Summative Evaluation

The relationship of merit and worth to the concepts of formative

and summative evaluation (Scriven 1967) is compiex. It is easy to be

stled int6 believing that merit evaluations are formative and worth

evaluations are summativé. The alm of formative evaluation is, after
all, refinement and"i‘mprovement which makes one think of intrinsxc
aspects of entities that can be refined and imprpved. ‘The aim of
summative evaluation is to determine impact or out;:omes, which makes
one think of contexts ir.\ which such impacts or outcomes may be nofed.
But in fact the dimensions of merit/worth and formativé/;ummative are
orthogonal; evaluations of merif éan be either formative or summative
just as can evaluations of worth. | i

This assertion can perhaps be bést ‘understood through an ex-
ample. We turn by way of 1llustration to the case of an innovative

program or curriculum .which is to be developed by a national team and

the'n to be considered for adoption in a local setting--a quite common

.

;,
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situation.  Evaluations that seek to establish the merit of such an

/ ’

" innovative program or' curriculum might properly be" terméF devel-

opmental evaluations--evaluations occurring during the process jof de-

o _
velopment thz;t seek to improve or refine the ehtity to its optimal state

of such an entity ~ may be thought of as ado'ptive. eval-
N A ’

“uations--evaluations occurr‘ln‘g""é‘fter ‘a completed entifty summatively

evaluated for merit is, availablg that relate to the use of the entity

in_some concrete situation. Both developmental and adoptive evaluations

[ R e = e

may' be carried out for either summative or formative purposes; four
types are determined by crossing the merit/worth and formative/ summa-

tive dimensions. We identify and analyze these four types below in

which judgmental standards are gréwn:

1. The purpose of forrnétifve developmental évaluations is to mod-
. N\ .

ifﬂ/ énd improve the design of an innova'tiQe .Jprogram or curriculum
while it is still under de_velopmerit. The audience for such an eval-
uation is the national developmental team, since they are the agents wh(.)\
can act on thlg‘ evalu.ation information tq make whatever changes are

A

indicated. The sources of standards are panels of professional peers or

other expert. groups, who have reason to be well acquainted with the

characteristics of meritorious inr)ovations of that type, e.g., curriculum
expe;‘ts, ‘substantive experts, .;substantive experts, oth_er evaluators,
and the like. While such groups no doubt will not agree on every
detail 'they are most comp”etent to specif};" what shall be taken into

account in determining merit.
_b
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2. The purpose of summative developmen(al evaluations is to criti-.

que a completed entity in terms of professional or expert standards so

~ as to be able to certify and warrant merit. The primary audience for

" this evaluation id the group ofpotential’ adopters who need to be re-
assured about. merit before they can reasonabiy consider the worth of
the innovative program or curr‘iculum in t\hair own c'ontexts.‘ The
source of standards continues to be panels p}" profesc;ional exper‘ts

\]
3. The purpose of formative adoptive evaluatipns is fit or adapt

the program or curriculum to a local context or situation. As we have
noted, 'there will always be local contextual, including value, differ-
ences, and no innovation could hope to fit all \contexts., What is re-
quired is a local assessment of context and values so- that the fit of the
innovation can be determined. Refinements, adjustments, and othei‘
adaptations will be called vfor to optimize tne 'fit' a local ada.ptation team
and the local assessment of context and values (which might be con-

strued as a needs assessment) becomes the source ‘for standards.

4. The purpose of summative adoptive evaluation is to certlfy or

warrant the adapted program or curriculum for permanent local use.

The audience for this evaluation is that group of local decision makers
(probably some from each of the stakeholding audiences) which will
make or shape the final decision about ,v/vhether to permanently adopt
the innovatio'n. This group will vary widdely in composition ahd clarity.

from place to place depending upon how decisions happen to be made in

each locale. The source -of standards for this evaluation is a local

needs assessment, for unless the innovative program or curriculum
meets local needs there can be no justification for adopting it.
This example.focuses on the adoption of an innovative program or

\
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curriculum but the dist!nctions which are illustrated by it apply when-
ever merit and worth are - at issue. In the case of the University
pr\dfessor: as a further examplie one .can imagine a formative merit
evaluation in which the professor is himself or her«;elf the audience (the
profeeqor is in the final analysis responsible for his or her own be-
havior), the “purpose is to prov]de feedback that will help him or her to
improve "in the sense of becoming more meritorious, and the standars
are the proféssional standards of his or her own peer group, other -
educational psychologists, say. Many universities now provide for
annual reviews, sometimes -in C'onn‘ect.ion with awarding salary incre- -
ments, that servé this .'f-l.;nction. The summative merit review occurs
when the professor is 'f'ormally considered for bromotion in rani(.
Summ.afive worth Ieviews are made when the professor is considered for
tenure, and formative worth reviews can élso be regularly scheduled
(although they usually are _r)_oj_) to provde the professor.feedback about
how he or she is doing with respect to Unversity criteria or worth

(e.g., role modeling, entrepreneurship, carrying a fair teaching load,

and the like). Similar examples could be provided in virtually every

o

~evaluation situat,i()n,.

Summary E
In this paper we have attempted to distinguish between two kinds
of vaiue detgrminatiqns: Those of merit and of worth. Merit,/we have
suggested, i{s &n intrinsic measure of value which inheres in the eval-
uated entity with its context and t}{us may vary dramatically from con-
text to conte.xt. We gave examp}es of both merft and worth in ;‘elation

to four."gvaluated entities: a univer‘,sity professor, gold, a nma[-hefnatica_l

proof, and a langua_gé arts curricul_ﬁm. .

18
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7 We pointed out that while both merit and worth are somewhat

J

able worth is especially vaﬁable because of -its unique depend‘ence' upo
the context in which it is a\.'saessed\.‘ A-B'A\Q@\sult. of this fact, _wé sug-
geste'd,' four importan't cénsequehces resﬁlted: the determination of
w&rth»lr.equires'a se.pa.rate, ad hoc evaluation in each prbposed context,

that is, that worth cannot be determined once-and-for-all; that the

values  of stakeholders form' an ‘important part of each local' comtext:™

that %n entity may be judged worthy by one group or subgroug but
completely unworthy by another, because of value con.fliuc:ts; and that
(and fr(;m our N point of view-,- most important) evaluations of worth must
be grounaed in field studies of local contexts and cannot be carried out

A

by the conventional experimental, pre-post inquiry modes that have
dominate;i evaluation

 the past.

we wen£ on to suggest th'at merit hay be dqte;‘mined by absolutely,
in respect to judgments ma_de' by profeSsional peers and experts," and
comparatively, in respect to othef entitles of the same type as that be-
ing evaluated. Worth is determined in relation to a set of benefits that
might be v'derived‘,_ as stipula.ted by sﬁakeholding-.audiences. We sug- -
geéted a ‘caveat, howeve.r: tﬁat stated positions of stakeholders were
not necessarily their true positioné, and that thg evaluator needed to
keep fhese two éets (as well as ihstitutional intenrests and ideals sep-
arate.

l\;ierit and worth were found to be rlelated in prac\tice.,ir.l one of

three ways. They are sometimes taken as synonyinous terms, and, at

~the other extreme, are often taken as complately independent. A more

realistic and meaningfu.l posture consists in defining worth to depend on
some minimal level of merit but to include, in addition, certain other

benefits defined differently in each local context.

<
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Finally, we related the merit/worth dimension to the classic forma-

)

tive summatlve dlmension found them to be orthogonal, and 80 gerw

erated four types of evaluation. These were {llustrated in the east of

L4 A

an innovative program’ or curriculum and found to differ signiﬂcantly

along dimensions of purpose, audience, and sources of standards. It
was asserted that similar analyses\. could be made of the four types in
virtually every evaluation situation.

The analyses and érguments we have made hére have been brief

'but, we feel, compelling. The distinction between merit and WOrth"ié'

not only conceptually intriguing but operationally heuristic. If ta.ken

A -

seriou;ly, the differences noteéd have enormous implications for both .the

theory Jand the methodology of evailiation, particularly, we believe, in

pointing toward the heed for more naturalistic and less experimentally.

driented evaluation.

b
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Note ‘3

This paper is based on Chapter 3 of a book,'in preparation by the .
present authors tentatively emtitled Naturplistlc LEvaluation. to be pub-
lished by Jossey-Bass Publishers in 1980.
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